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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The Request for Reconsideration filed on May 1 9, 2004 has been received and entered. 
Claims 1-38 are pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by another filed 
m the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed ui the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United^ 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 



3. Claims 4-18, 20-21, 24-35, and 37-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Kumar et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0042756 Al). 



As to claim 4, Kumar et al. discloses a method in a computing system for determining 
availability status for item groups each containing one or more items, each item having its 
availability status (See page 20, paragraphs 0190-0191), comprising: 

for each item whose availability status changes (See page 24, claim language 18, and 
page 24, claim language 24), for each item group containing the item, adding the item group to 
list of item groups if the item group is not already present in the list (See page 24, claim 24 
language); 



own 



see 
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periodically removing a plurality of item groups trom the list (See pages 17-18, 
paragraphs 0159-0161); and . 

for each item group removed fi-om the list, detemiining an availability status for the item 
group based upon availability statuses of items contained in the group (See page 22, claim 1 
language, also see page 22, paragraph 0202). 

As to claim 5, Kumar et al. discloses wherein each item group removed from the list is 
the item group earliest added to the group, but not yet removed (See pages 17-18, paragraphs 
0158-0160, wherein "earliest added to the group" reads on "queue"). 

As to claim 6, Kumar et al. discloses wherein item groups containing a distinguished item 
are added to the list in response to receiving an asynchronous message indicating that the 
availability status of the distinguished item has changed (See pages 2-3, paragraphs 0025-0027). 

As to claim 7, Kumai' et al. discloses wherein the availability status of the distinguished 
item is different when it is used to determine availability statuses for the item groups containing 
the distinguished item than when the item groups containing the distinguished item are added to 
the list (See page 1 1 , paragraphs 0085-0089). 



As to claim 8, Kumar et al. discloses wherein up to a predetermined maximum number of 
item groups are removed from the list in a single period (See page 8, paragraphs 0058-0062). 
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As to claim 9, Kumar et al. discloses wherein, if the predetermined maximum number of 
item groups are removed from the hst in a single period, a shortened period is set before next 
removing item groups from the list (See page 8, paragraph 0062, also see page 4, pai'agraph 
0033). 

As to claim 10, Kumar et al. discloses a computer-readable medium whose contents 
cause a computing system to detemiine availability status for item groups each containing one or 
more items (See page 20, paragraphs 0190-0191), each item having its own availability status by: 

for each item whose availability status changes, selecting each item group containing the 
item (See page 6, paragraphs 0050-052); 

at a distinguished time after item groups have been selected, for each of a plurality of 
selected item groups that were earliest selected (See pages 11-12, lines 0090-0092): 

determining an availability status for the item group based upon availability statuses of 
items contained in the group (See page 1 1 , paragraphs 0085-0087); and 

deselecting the item group (See page 4, paragraphs 0032-0033). 

As to claim 1 1 , Kumar et al. discloses wherein an availability status for at least one 
selected item group is not determined at the distinguished time (See page 8, paragraphs 0061- 
0062). 



As to claim 12, Kumar et al. discloses wherein no availability statuses are determined for 
unselected item groups at the distinguished time (See pages 5-6, paragraph 0043). 
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As to claim 13, Kumar et al. discloses a computing system for determining availability 
status for item groups each containing one or more items, each item having its own availability 
status (See page 20, paragraphs 0190-0191), comprising: 

an item group addition subsystem that adds to a list of item groups, for each item whose 
availability status changes, each item group containing the item that is not already present in the 
list (See page 24, claim language 18, and see page 24, claim language 24); and 

an item group removal subsystem that periodically removes a plurality of item groups 
from the list, and, for each item group removed from the list, determines an availability status for 
the item group based upon availability statuses of items contained in the group (See pages 17-18, 
paragraphs 0159-0161). 

As to claim 14, Kumar et al. discloses one or more computer memories collectively 
containing a staging data structure for recomputing the availability of bundles of items (See page 
2, paragraph 0025), comprising: 

for each of a plurality of bundles containing an items whose availability has changed 
since the availability of the bundle was last computed, information identifying the bundle, such 
that the contents of the data structure may be used to select bundles for recomputation of their 
availability (See pages 10-11, paragraphs 0082-0085). 
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As to claim 15, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the data structure further contains 
information specifying an order in which the availability of the identified bundles is to be , 
iputed (See pages 17-18, paragraphs 0158-0160, wherein "order" reads on "queue"). 



recomi 



As to claim 16, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the information specifying an order in 
which the availability of the identified bundles is to be recomputed specifies the order in which 
the availability of contained items changed (See page 17, paragraphs 0153-0157). 

As to claim 17, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the information specifying an order in 
which the availability of the identified bundles is to be recomputed specifies for each identified 
bundle a time at which the identified bundle was submitted for recomputation (See page 5, 
paragraphs 0041-0043). 

As to claim 18, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the information specifying an order in 
which the availability of the identified bundles is to be recomputed specifies for each identified 
bundle a time at which the availability status of the first item containing the bundle changed 
subsequent to the last calculation of the availability status of the identified bundle (See page 23, 
claims 5-6 language, also see page 5, paragraph 0041). 



As to claim 20, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the information specifying an order in 
which the availability of the identified bundles is the physical order of information identifying 
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each of the identified bundles in the data structure (See page 25, claim 30-3 1 language, wherein 
"physical order" reads on "hierarchical"). 

As to claim 21, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the information specifying an order m 
which the availability of the identified bundles is a system of pointers between information 
identifying each of the identified bundles in the data structure (See page 20, paragraphs 0189- 
0190). 

As to claim 24, Kumar et al. discloses a method in a computing system for updating 
availability information for gioup items each containing one or more individual items (See page 
5, paragraphs 0038-0040), comprising: 

detecting each of a plurality of changes to availability information of individual items; 

in response to each detected change to availability information of an individual item (See 
pages 3-4, paragraphs 0031-0032); 

identifying group items containing the individual item, and 

updating availability information of each of the identified gi'oup items using the current 
availability information for each of the individual items contained by the group (See page 18, 
paragraphs 0161-0170). 



As to claim 25, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the detecting and identifying is performed 
in a first process, and wherein the updating is performed in a second process distinct from the 
first process (See page 24, claims 22-25 language). 
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As to claim 26, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the detecting and identifying is performed 
by a first daemon, and wherein the updating is performed in a second daemon distinct fi-om the 
first daemon (See page 24, claims 22-25 language). 

As to claim 27, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the detecting includes transmitting an 
asynchronous message for each detected change to availability information of an individual item 
(See pages 2-3, paragraphs 0025-0026, also see page 4, paragraph 0032). 

As to claim 28, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the identifying and updating is performed 
in response to receiving the transmitted asynchronous message (See pages 2-3, paragraphs 0025- 
0026). 

As to claim 29, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the detecting includes broadcasting to a 
plurality of recipients an asynchronous message for each detected change to availability 
information of an individual item (See pages 2-3, paragraphs 0025-0026). 

As to claim 30, Kumar et al. discloses further comprising adding the identified group 
items to a group item queue if not already present in the group item queue (See pages 16-17, 
paragraph 0156-0161). 



Application/Control Number: 09/995,966 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2175 

As to claim 31, Kumar et al. discloses wherein availability information of group items in 
the group item queue is updated when a scheduling mechanism triggers the updating (See page 6, 
paragraphs 0050-0052). 

As to claim 32, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the identifying and updating is performed 
immediately in response to the each detected change to availability information of an individual 
item (See page 17, paragraph 01 59). 

As to claim 33, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the identifying and updating is performed 
at a time later than each detected change to availability information of an individual item (See 
pages 9-10, paragraphs 0069-0072). 

As to claim 34, Kumar et al. discloses wherein the detecting includes receiving 
asynchronous messages each describing a cause for modifying availability information of an 
individual item (See page 2, paragraph 0025, also see page 24, claim 22 language). 

As to claim 35, Kumar et al. discloses comprising, in response to a detected change to 
availability information of at least one individual item, for at least one of the group items 
identified as containing the individual item, transmitting an asynchronous message indicating the 
updated availability information for the group item (See page 2, paragraph 0025). 
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As to claim 37, Kumar et al. discloses comprising broadcasting to a plurality of recipients 
an asynchronous message indicating the update of availability information for each of the 
identified group items whose availability information is updated (See page 14, paragraph 0111, 
also see page 2, paragraph 0025). 

As to claim 38, Kumar et al. discloses a computing system for updating availability 
information for group items each containing one or more individual items, comprising: 

a detection subsystem that detects each of a plurality of changes to availability 
information of individual items (See pages 6-7, paragraph 0054); 

a group item identification subsystem that identifies, for each change to availability 
information of an individual item detected by the detection subsystem, group items containing 
the individual item (See page 7, paragraph 0057); and 

an update subsystem that updates availability information of each of the group items 
identified by the group item identification subsystem using the cun-ent availability information 
for each of the individual items contained by the group (See page 7, paragraph 0057, and see 
page 8, paragraph 0062). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 19 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kumar 
etal. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0042756 Al) in view of Lin et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0077919 Al). 

As to claim 19, Kumar et al. does not teach wherein the information specifying an order 
in which the availability of the identified bundles is to be recomputed specifies for each 
identified bundle a serial number specifying the identified bundle's position in the order. 

Lin et al. teaches wherein the information specifying an order in which the availability of 
the identified bundles is to be recomputed specifies for each identified bundle a serial number 
specifying the identified bundle's position in the order (See Lin et al. page 3, paragraphs 0041- 
0047). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Kumar et al. to include wherein the information specifying 
an order in which the availability of the identified bundles is to be recomputed specifies for each 
identified bundle a serial number specifying the identified bundle's position in the order. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Kumar et al. by the teaching of Lin et al. to include wherein the 
information specifying an order in which the availability of the identified bundles is to be 
recomputed specifies for each identified bundle a serial number specifying the identified bundle's 
position in the order because assigning serial numbers to product items/components. 

As to claim 23, Kumar et al. does not teach wherein the data structure is a FIFO queue of 
unique entries. 
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Lin et al . teaches wherein the data structure is a FIFO queue of unique entries (See page 

5, claim language 11, also see page 3, paragraph 0034). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Kumar et al. to include wherein the data structure is a 
FIFO queue of unique entries. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Kumar et al. by the teaching of Lin et al. to include wherein the data 
structure is a FIFO queue of unique entries because unique entries in a queue using first in first 
out method is well known and it provides efficient way of organizing and retrieving items in a 
queue. 

6. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kumar et al. 
(U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0042756 Al) in view of Knoiretal. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0077929 Al). 

As to claim 22, Kumar et al. does not teach wherein the data structure is a queue of 
unique entries. 

Knorr et al. teaches wherein the data structure is a queue of unique entries (See page 3, 
paragraph 0017, also see page 5, paragraph 0044). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Kumar et al. to include wherein the data structure is a 
queue of unique entries. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Kumar et al. by the teaching of Knorr et al. to include wherein the 
data structure is a queue of unique entries because unique entries in a queue provides efficient 
way of organizing and retrieving items in a queue. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claim 36 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The prior art of record Kumar et al. -U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0042756 Al- and Knorr et al. - 
U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0077929 Al- and Lin et al. -U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0077919 Al) do not 
disclose, teach, or suggest the claimed limitations of ( in combination with all other features in 
the claim ), the number of units available to sell in the closest time bucket; the identify of the 
closest time bucket in which units will be available to sell; the range of eiTor in the time bucket 
the source of the units that are available to sell; whether units can be replenish first time bucket; 
a source from which units can be replenished if more are needed than are in the first time bucket; 
the replenishment cycle for the item, whether the item is suspended from sale; when stock in the 
item is expected to be exhausted, as claimed in claim 36. 
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Allowance 

8. Claims 1-3 are allowed over the prior art of record. 

The prior art of record ( Kumar et al. -U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0042756 Al- and Knorr et al. - 
U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0077929 Al- and Lin et al. -U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0077919 Al) do not 
disclose, teach, or suggest the claimed limitations of ( in combination with all other features in 
the claim l initializing a FIFO queue of item groups to be empty; receiving a plurality of 
messages, each message identifying an offered item and indicating that the availability status of 
the identified item has changed; in response to each received message; identifying any item 
groups containing the identified item, for each identified item group: if the identified item group 
is not present in the queue of item groups, appending the item group to the queue; when a timer 
expires: for a predetermined number of item groups in the queue of item groups: removing the 
item group from the queue of item groups; updating the availability status attributed to the item 
group, based upon availability statuses of the items within the item group; if, atter removing the 
predetermined number of item groups, the queue of item groups is empty, setting a timer having 
a first duration; and if, after removing the predetermined number of item groups, the queue of 
item groups is not empty, setting a timer having a second duration that is shorter than the first 
duration, as claimed in Indepedent claim 1, in conjunction with remaining claims provisions. 

Claims 2-3 are allowed over the prior art made of record, because they dependent from 
the allowed independent claim 1 . 
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Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed on May 19, 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument that " Kumar et al. has nothing to do with detennining 
the availability status for item groups that contain one or more items, and Kumar et al. fails to 
disclose, suggest or teach the feature of ensuring that at most one instance of an item group is 
present in the hst at any one point in time" is respectfully acknowledged but it is not deemed to 
be persuasive. 

The Examiner points to Kumar et al. page 4, paragraph 0032, and see abstract wherein 
Kumar et al. teaches the availability status for item groups that contain one or more items by 
stating that the fulfillment server maintains lists of groups for given product in an effort to meet 
fulfillment quotation. On page 20, paragraph 0191, and page 7, paragraph 0057 Kumar et al. 
teaches request line-item status indicating an item in a product group queue needing 
replenishment in order to fulfillment demand. Kumar et al. in cited patent discloses pending 
requests and cancelled requests as well as lack of item availability and how to the system uses 
queues and status indicators to replenish and create fiilfillment requests for an item or product. 
With respect to the second part of the argument dealing with "ensuring that at most one instance 
of an item group is present in the list at one point in time" is not disclosed in the claim language, 
however, broad interpretation by the Examiner suggests that Kumar et al. on page 4, paragraph 
0032 teaches product groups and availability status. By default the fact that the ability to produce 
status indicates that availability indeed changes one way or the other, therefore, to be able to 
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replenish and fulfill an item order, the item will be attributed to its respective product group and 
will be account for as such. 

In response to applicant's argument that " Kumar et al. queuing process does not affect 
any existing promise but simply result in a new quotation" is respectfully acknowledged but it is 
not deemed to be persuasive. 

The Examiner points to Kumar et al. pages 5-6, paragraph 0043 stating that the supplier 
may be unable to withdraw a quotation that has been accepted by the client indicating that its an 
existing promise that has already been agreed on by both parties. On page 7, paragraph 0055, 
Kumar et al. distinctly states "failed promise ", whereby by the fiilfillment center has not yet 
received the component promises from LFMs. Therefore, Kumar et al. ' s invention does affect 
any existing promise. ' 

In response to applicant's argument that " Kumar et al. does not teach an item group that 
contains items, and for using the aviability of the items contained in the item group to determine 
the aviability of the item group" is respectflilly acknowledged but it is not deemed to be 
persuasive. 

The Examiner points to Kumar et al. page 6, paragraphs 0050-0052 wherein regardless of 
the purpose behind groupings of items and products under product lists; Kumar et al. teaches 
grouping of items in product groups and indicates individual item availability as well as 
fulfillment of a promise. In page 4, paragraph 0032, Kumar et al . also teaches specifying product 
item belonging to a product line and its aviability status. If an item belonging to an item group is 
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unavailable and if the item group consists of only one item then it means the information and 
status indication is valid for the entire item group as well as the item. A request of an item from a 
list and having the quotation to fiilfill this list is being tracked and monitored by the Kumar et al. 
teachings. 

In response to applicant's argument that " Kumar et al. teachings are starkly different than 
Applicant's technique of determining the aviability of an item group based upon aviability of the 
items contained in the item group" is respectfully acknowledged but it is not deemed to be 
persuasive. 

The Examiner points to Kumar et al. page 3, paragraph 003 1, and page 4, paragraph 
0032, as well as page 7, paragraph 0055, wherein item availability belonging to certain product 
group is disclosed. The Examiner broadly interprets the claim language to read on the cited 
reference whereby grouping multiple items into a single product line or a product group list as 
cited by Kumar et al. is indeed teaching availability status of items belong to a group or items 
regardless of the purpose that the grouping is being constructed to achieve which is not claimed 
in the current application. 

In response to applicant's argument that " Kumar et al. teachings are starkly different than 
Applicant's technique of using current aviability information for individual items to update 
availability of group items that contain the individual items" is respectfliUy acknowledged but it 
is not deemed to be persuasive. 
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The Examiner points to Kumar et al. page 4, paragraph 0023 disclosing the ATP server 
monitors component promise status to the point of order fulfillment wherein the logical 
grouping is by product hierarchy initiating the item belonging to each product group. Also see 
Kumar et al. pages 4-5, paragraph 0036 wherein Fulfillment server 16 may support one or more 
hierarchies of related or generic products, ATP servers 14 and/or LFMs 22 may support one or 
more subsets of the same hierarchies and may compute component quotations or component 
promises based on the allocations to the products in those sub-hierarchies. This provides 
additional technical advantages in applications where products are related by hierarchies. By 
teaching the items belonging to product groups or lists whether logical or not the Kumar et al. 
reference broadly reads on the claimed language. 

In response to applicant's argument that " Kumar et al. does not teaches or suggest the 
data structure that comprises information identifying a bundle containing an item whose 
availability has changed since the aviability of the bundle was last computed" is respectfiilly 
acknowledged but it is not deemed to be persuasive. 

With respect to the hmitation a "data structure" it is only found in the pre-amble of the 
claim and not in the body. The Examiner does not have to give patentable weight to the 
preamble when examining the case especially since no other mention of the "data structure" is 
further disclosed. With respect to the argument above in its entirety, The Examiner points to 
Kumar et al. pages 10-11, paragraphs 0082-0085, and on pages 2-3, paragraphs 0024-0026 
teaches LEM or fulfillment systems or the local database maybe responsible for computing 
properly formed component quotations or component promises, handling the resulting 
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acceptances, and ensuring that the coiTesponding material or capacity is indeed reserved which 
broadly interpreting the claimed language of "information identifying a bundle containing an 
item whose availability has changed since the aviability of the bundle was last computed". By 
re-computing the availability of items from a supplier or in the product group the system of 
Kumar et al. is monitoring the aviability status of items and is also maintaining a count of which 
supplier can meet the fiilfillment of which items under which contract. 

Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. AppUcant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this tinal action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Neveen Abel-Jalil whose telephone number is 703-305-8 114. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM-5: 30PM EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dov Popovici can be reached on 703-305-3830. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toU-fi-ee). 

Neveen Abel-Jalil 
September 15, 2004 




SAM RiMELL 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



